GENERAL COMMENTS
This is an interesting study using data of an impressive number of countries on a very important subject given that corporal punishment by lot of people still considered a proper way to discipline and raise well-behaving children. Having this said, I want to point out some issues the authors may want to consider to revise to make it an even stronger paper.
In the abstract the authors state that: "Despite a growing consensus about the harmful consequences of corporal punishment for child health and development and its incompatibility with the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, the practice remains legally sanctioned in many cultures." I think the last part of this sentence should be posed in the negative.
The first sentence of the introduction authors write:" Corporal punishment is an adult's use of physical force that is intended to cause pain, but not injury, to correct or control a child's inappropriate behavior." However, in the literature on child maltreatment often it is not about the intension of the parent but the impact of the behavior on the child. So it would be better to rephrase this sentence, in that indeed no injury is caused instead of not intended.
Furthermore the introduction is rather short, I think it would be nice to provide an overview of when and as result of which developments countries decided to ban corporal punishment, to provide a bit of a background why using so many different countries. There is no clear rationale provided why the authors included the other variables, like capital penalty, income per capita, etc.
Method:
It is unfortunate that only one question could be used to measure physical fighting, is there any way authors can validate the answers to this question? For example are these answers related to other questions in the questionnaires on (physical) aggression or externalizing behavior or some similar construct?
It would be great if there was any information on the experience of the adolescents with corporal punishment, this would provide extra information on the relation between experiencing corporal punishment and corporal punishment bans
The authors state that their sample represents "approximately 45.7% of the world's population of adolescents" however it is not clear how the number of participants were distributed over the different countries? So was approximately 45% of the adolescents in each country participating or are in some countries 80% of the adolescents participating and only 10% in others. In other words the number of participants per country and an indication of the generalizability of this sample for the different countries would be helpful.
In addition, nothing is mentioned about the procedure; were questionnaires filled out in classrooms on the computer or were adolescents alone when filling out the questionnaire. And was this method similar in all countries.
To me it is not clear what is meant with "we used all the available data to estimate an age-standardised prevalence of frequent physical fighting (4+ episodes in the past year) at age 13, separately in males and females." Why did the authors decide to dichotomize physical fighting?
In the results it is not clear to me why the authors used two separate models for males and females, instead of adding gender as a variable to the model. It could be that the dichotomous variable for physical fighting is differently defined for males and females however this is right now not clear.
I doubt whether the use of an alpha of .05 is appropriate when using data of such a large sample. A more conservative alpha, might be advisable.
In the discussion authors are very reserved providing explanations for their results. Although I totally agree that their results should be interpreted cautiously, they might want to reflect a bit more on the different relation between partial and full bans to physical fighting of males and females. In addition the difference between males and females is not in all countries as evident, I wonder how the gender differences are related to physical fighting and to differences in the amount of corporal punishment males vs females experience.
Although authors are cautious with interpreting the results they are reasonable decisive in their recommendations. Especially the recommendation concerning implementing a partial ban as a shortterm solution seems not in-line with their results that only for females this has some association with physical fighting. I agree with the authors plea for corporal punishment bans but I think it is better that in this scientific manuscript give a bit more space to the interpretation of the results and put less emphasis on the plea for a ban on corporal punishment.
Throughout the manuscript there are some typo's and authors use the word 'state' when in fact they indicate 'country' as far as I know these words have a slightly different meaning.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
This is an interesting study.
The most valuable contribution of this paper is the descriptives of frequent fighting in different countries, and the sex differences (less fighting among women).
The negative association with corporal punishment is interesting but cannot be seen as a causal effect. However, the authors are aware of that and I think their conclusion is reasonable.
Introduction. reads well. relevant citations.
Methods. relevant. a number of abbreviations should be explained first time they are used.
Results interesting. present the intraclass correlation in this section, (and then discuss what it means, in the discussion) Discussion. they authors have a sound discussion of methodological issues.
The authors could mention some of their weaknesses (mostly the ecologic nature of the study and that no causal statements can be made) Response: The last part of the sentence is phrased in the positive in order to describe a contrast (i.e., despite these negatives, it remains legal). However, the sentence still needed editing because the correct interpretation of 'sanctioned' was ambiguous. The traditional sociological definition of sanctioned violence is permitted but not normative, whilst legal definitions of sanctioned is banned and not permitted. Therefore, we simplified the phrase from "legally sanctioned" to "legal" to avoid confusion (p. 2). Response: We expanded the introduction section to strengthen our rationale for including as many countries in the study as possible and to outline the two phases of the analysis (pp. 6-7).
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
The first sentence of the introduction authors write
Method: It is unfortunate that only one question could be used to measure physical fighting, is there any way authors can validate the answers to this question? For example are these answers related to other questions in the questionnaires on (physical) aggression or externalizing behavior or some similar construct?
Response: Unfortunately, it was not possible to include other indicators of physical violence or externalising behaviours in our analysis. Violent behaviour is not a dominant focus area for HBSC and GSHS surveys, although the item on fighting has been well tested for its validity and reliability through its extensive use in the US Youth Risk Behaviour Survey and has been part of the HSBC questionnaire since 2001.
It would be great if there was any information on the experience of the adolescents with corporal punishment, this would provide extra information on the relation between experiencing corporal punishment and corporal punishment bans
Response: We totally agree that this would be a valuable next step in this line of research. Our study's lack of information about youths' experiences with corporal punishment is noted as a limitation in the Discussion (p. 15).
The authors state that their sample represents "approximately 45.7% of the world's population of adolescents" however it is not clear how the number of participants were distributed over the different countries? So was approximately 45% of the adolescents in each country participating or are in some countries 80% of the adolescents participating and only 10% in others. In other words the number of participants per country and an indication of the generalizability of this sample for the different countries would be helpful.
Response: This statement simply referred to 88 countries involved, which at the time of our study was home to 45.7% of the world's population of adolescents. We rephrased the sentence on Page 9. Each national survey was weighted to be representative of their respective populations. As requested, we added the sample sizes of each of the 88 surveys to Supplementary Table 1. 9. In addition, nothing is mentioned about the procedure; were questionnaires filled out in classrooms on the computer or were adolescents alone when filling out the questionnaire. And was this method similar in all countries.
Response: We added information about the consent processes, ethics reviews, and data collection methods used in HBSC, GSHS, Youth2012, and South African YRBS (p. 9). These surveys all followed a standardised protocol for two-stage sampling (schools, then classes within schools) and data collection methods (questionnaires administered by teachers in classroom settings during one class period). The surveys all recruited national representative samples and provided poststratification data weights.
To me it is not clear what is meant with "we used all the available data to estimate an agestandardised prevalence of frequent physical fighting (4+ episodes in the past year) at age 13, separately in males and females."
Response: HBSC and GSHS samples differed slightly in age (11 to 15 for HBSC; 13 and older for GSHS). Therefore, their data on fighting were not comparable without accounting for age differences. One approach to harmonising the data might have been to exclude cases from some national samples until the average age was about equal. We decided against this approach because censoring a large percentage of cases some countries would compromise the accuracy of weighting and the representativeness of the samples. Instead, we used a regression approach to adjust the prevalence rates for age. This procedure involves fitting a logistic regression of fighting with the age variable included, and then estimating a marginal predicted prevalence of fighting at age 13.
Why did the authors decide to dichotomize physical fighting?
Response: Dichotomising of the fighting variable was necessary to estimate a prevalence for each country, which was then used in the second phase of the analysis. The ordinal nature of the item and differences in the response categories between HBSC (0, 1, 2, 3, 4+) and GSHS (0, 1, [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] 12+ ) precluded a calculation of the average number of fighting episodes per country.
In the results it is not clear to me why the authors used two separate models for males and females, instead of adding gender as a variable to the model. It could be that the dichotomous variable for physical fighting is differently defined for males and females however this is right now not clear.
Response: We intentionally designed the study to investigate gender differences in country-level correlates of physical fighting. To achieve this, we applied the same cut-point criterion to males' and females' survey responses (4+ episodes in the previous year). The overall gender difference in fighting is quite evident in Figures 1 and 2 .
We could not add individual-level variables like gender to a 'flat' ecologic model of country differences. In earlier drafts of the paper, we experimented with a multilevel analysis of individual and country differences together but found no advantage in using this more complex design. The reason was the lack of common individual-level variables between HBSC and GSHS surveys -only age, gender, and fighting. Therefore, we chose a simpler and equally powerful ecological analysis of country differences in fighting prevalence, separately in males and females, with individual differences in age controlled. Response: We appreciate this feedback and have developed the interpretative sections of the Discussion (p. 14) while toning down the policy discussion in the final paragraphs (p. 17). We also added the point raised by the reviewer that our study found no association between partial bans and country differences in fighting among males (p. 14).
I doubt
16. Throughout the manuscript there are some typo's and authors use the word 'state' when in fact they indicate 'country' as far as I know these words have a slightly different meaning.
Response: We have defined our use of "country" to include protectorate states and territories (p. 7) and used only "country" throughout the rest of the article. The text was carefully proofread for any typos and grammatical errors.
Reviewer: 3
17. The negative association with corporal punishment is interesting but cannot be seen as a causal effect. However, the authors are aware of that and I think their conclusion is reasonable.
Response: Thank you for the positive evaluation of our study.
Methods. Relevant ….a number of abbreviations should be explained first time they are used.
Response: We have scanned the text to exclude any unnecessary abbreviations and ensure that all abbreviations are defined on first instance.
